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Dear Ms. Hooten:
As you know, Section 7.1.3 of the Administrative Order on Consaent for the Shallow and Deep Groundwater
the Lowry Coallion respond to all TAG member

Operable Units (OUs 1/6) at Lowry Landfil requires that
comments on documents submitted to the EPA. The purpose of this letter I8 to protest as nonresponsive
critical portions of the recent Lowry Coalition responses 10 Waste Management of Colorado, Inc. (WMC) and

Chemical Waste Management, Inc. (CWM) comments on the Groundwater Characterlstics Technical
Memorandum.

| .
Rather than responding to the content of each comment, the Coalition merely stated that the comment has
been "noted,* and that tha Coalition would mave torward as stated in the original Technical Memorandum.
WMC/CWM finds this cavalier attitude toward TAG comments 1o be countar-productive to progress toward
the development of a site model and remedy for tha slte. Specific comment responses by the Coalition that

we find nonresponsive are:

Page 50, first paragraph

WMC/CWM's comment: _
Unsaturated waste pit solids should not be included with refuse above the base of refuse.

Lowry Coalition's response:
uroses of this evaluation, unsaturated’ waste-pit

The comment has been noted. For iie puiposes
sollds were included with landfill refuse for calculation of the volume of unsaturated refuse.

e .2.4.1
WMC/CWM's comment.
. The use of an ‘average hydraulic canductivity of 1 x 107 em/sec for refuse may overslate
- jts potential contaminant contribution. Also, refuse shauld not be assumed Isotropic. Daily

tropy in both vertical and horizontal directions.

and Intermediate cover will produce aniso
ulic conductivity value

Given the uncertainty in this parameler, selection of a single hydra
is notwarranted. A range of values should be used to test the sensitivity of this parameter.
Wa recammand using a range ¢f horizontel hydraulic conductivities between 1X 107 and
1 x 10° cm/sec, and horizontai to Vertcal anscIoRy FERES Besveen 107 and. 10017,

Lowry Coalition's respc'anse'.

The comment has been noted. For the purposes of this evaluation, refuse was assumed
10 be isotropic with a hydraulic conductivity equal to 1x 10° cm/s.
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WMC/CWM's comment:

'i-!ydrawlc conductivity of the 2 because of the ...%, something is missing.” If it is refuse, we
disagres. Anisotropy of the refuse due to daﬂy "and Intermediate cover would probably
resuil i a hydrauflc conductivity of the refuse lass than the waste pit solids.

' Lowry Coalitlon’s responsa:
The sentence should read as follows:
. hydraullo conductivity of the refuse because ...*

. The comment bas been noted. For the purposes of this evaluation, refuse was assumed
to be Isotropic.

Page 70, first full paragraph. line 3
WMC/CWM's comment:

Two waste pit pumping tests are Insufficlant to detarmine & geometric mean. The two
hydraulie conductivity values calculated from these pumping tests should be stated. When

. the wasta pits are modsled with a permeabilfty that Is two orders of magnitude lower than
the raluss, the model will show that most of the flux to shallow and deep groundwater Is
from tha refuse. We belleva the daily and intermediate cover of the refuse would probably
result In a lower permeablitty for the refuse compared o the waste pit solids. Regardless,
ranges in both horizontal and vertical hydraulic conductlvities should be used when a large
uncertainty Is so critical to the EA.

Lowry Coalltlon's response:

See response to Commsnt No. 6, Table 1 on page 10 of Addendum No. 1 of the Nature and
Extent of Contamination TM,

The Coalmons chaﬂon does answer the ﬁrst part of WMC/CWMs comment
regan:mg geometric means and stating two values. However, n¢ where in the
citation is the second part of the comment adcressed which, In our opinion, is the
‘crux of the comment.

As can be readily seen from these responses, the Coa!mons preferred approach to answenng what
WMC/CWM considers to be critical comments Is to dismiss the Issue, .

A central theme runs Lhroughout WMC/CWM's comments. That i is, WMC/CWM are very concemed that the
hydraulic characteristics assigned to the refuse in the Groundwater Charactaristics Technical Memorandum
‘will serve as Input parameters for the groundwater modehng 10 be used as a basis for the Endangerment
Assessment (EA). If the hydraullc parameters quoted in the Coalition’s Groundwater Characteristics
Technical Memorandum are used unchanged in the modeling effort, then the rasults of the mode! will falsely
Indicate that the refuse, and not the wasle phs, are comnbutmg most of comaminants to the sha.
Wmﬂ“?‘ﬁ: %miy believe that = sensimaty zrmivsis is esseriia for these critical iInput caramatan.
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“Igsues are not relevant in such documants. Technical Issues should not be skewed to foster allocation
posturing. Should the indications of the Groundwater Characteristics Technical Memorandum and Lowry
Calition response 10 our commants ba echoed in the groundwater model, then WMC/CWM predict along
and arduous technical debate about the representativeness of the model. -

Whila wa acknowledge that the overall gro;act schaduia requires the Caalition to produce a groundwater
model by a certain dats (flow model submitted to EFA on Oclober 21, transport modei submitted to EPA
an October 31 - nelther of which wers distributed to TAG members), dismissing technical oversight during
the model construction/input phase will not reduce the overall project schedule. Rather, It will lsad to
prolonged tschnical debate and disagreemant over the model results in the Remedial Investigation report
and EA. Undoubtedly, prolonged debats and disagreement could very wall result in the need for more
modeling, thersby lengthening, not shortening, the overall project schedule. N '

We balleve carsful consideration of our comments on the Groundwater Characteristlcs Technical
Memorandum Is essential to the development of a technically-sound, unbiased ground water model.

Accordingly, we request EPA ta require substantive evaluatlon of our commaents by the Caallitlon prior to

procseding with further work on the modei.
Thank you for your asslstance.

Respectfully,

éeﬂ D. Richtel, P.G.

Region Remedial Projects Manager

ce: E. Demos, Denver
G. Maerz, Denver
D. Bollmann, Denver
M. Herman, EPA -
M. Hutson, Hydro-Search
TAG Members

B\legen\hootennid
& 1/#\}$C\T'ch. Memor\GW Chamctadsiics

LAt

~"Ms. Gwen Hooten_ .. @ . _ . November14, 1981

_The Lowry, Coalition continues to attempt to misuse such %echnlcal® bases upon which to fight
apportionment Issues.” WMC/CWM strongly disagree with this procedure, belleving that apportionment - - -





